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DWS1-1 Table 1-1 in the FSEIS has been revised to better illustrate the water rights of
the Colorado Ute Tribes.  For a discussion of the potential uses of water, refer
to General Comment No. 6.  Refer to General Comment No. 7 for a
discussion of non-binding uses of water.

DWS1-2 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of a benefit-cost analysis
for the project.

DURANGO, CO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS1

Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-1



1
DWS2-1 Implementation of Refined Alternative 6 would result in more environmental

impacts than the Preferred Alternative, particularly when water was moved
off the land for development of future water uses by the Colorado UteTribes. 
Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses.

2

3

4

5

DWS2-2 Delivery systems to the Colorado Ute Tribes are described in the FSEIS for
illustrative purposes only.  Any future development of water uses would be
decisions of the Tribes, and are further described in General Comment No. 6.

DWS2-3 Future development of project water by theColorado UteTribes may involve
more than just current domestic and agricultural needs.  Refer to General
Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water needs.

DWS2-4 The use of project water by the City of Durango, and the cost sharing of this
use, will be developed in the future prior to construction.  For NEPA
purposes, projected future uses by the City are discussed in the FSEIS.

DWS2-5 Refer to General Comment No. 6 for a discussion of future water uses by the
Tribes.  A range of non-binding future water uses was discussed in the FSEIS
to meet NEPA procedures, recognizing that the Colorado Ute Tribes may
elect to implement some, all, or none of these future water uses.  Future water
uses will be subject to NEPA analysis if they are proposed.
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1 DWS3-1 The uses of water are considered future non-binding uses.  Should the
Colorado Ute Tribes elect to pusue any one of them, such decision would
trigger additional environmental impact analysis as required by NEPA.
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DWS4-1 Comment noted.
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(con’t)
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DWS5-1 Comment noted.
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DWS6-1 Comment noted.
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DWS7-1 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of benefit-cost analysis. 

The evaluation in the FSEIS concludes that there are shortcomings with the
Refined Alternative 6 from a reliability practicality and environmental
factors, and that storage is required as part of any alternative in order to meet
the project purpose and need.
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DWS8-1 Comment noted.
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DWS9-1 If your land is on the Animas River with water rights junior to the ALP

Project, there may be times during low water conditions when your rights
could be “called out”.  However, the hydrologic model runs for Animas La
Plata operation were based on high and low water conditions assuming all
Animas water rights holders would have their rights met.
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DWS10-1 The potential for providing water from Vallecito Reservoir and McPhee

Reservoir have been evaluated and eliminated from further consideration in
Section 2.4.1 of the FSEIS.  For New Mexico, two sites (Bondad and Cedar
Hill) have been investigated to provide gravity flow to supply water for water
uses.  A gravity flow site was also evaluated at Aztec, but eliminated in favor
of a pumped storage site.  
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1 DWS11-1 The evaluation of Refined Alternative 6 revealed several shortcomings in
terms of reliability, practicality,  and environmental impacts that make it less
desirable than Refined Alternative 4.  Refer to General Comment Nos. 8 and
11 for a discussion of the potential impacts on recreation and wildlife habitat
respectively, as well as mitigation measures to reduce those impacts.
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DWS12-1 Comment noted.
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1 DWS13-1 Comments noted.  Refer to General Comment Nos. 1 and 6 for a discussion
of benefit-cost analysis, future water uses. Refined Alternative 4 was selected
as the Preferred Alternative because it had fewer overall environmental and
technical impacts than Refined Alternative 6.
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DWS14-1 Comment noted.
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DWS15-1 Lower reservoir sites have been evaluated both in the 1996 FSFES and the
current FSEIS.  A lower reservoir site at Aztec was evaluated and eliminated
as discussed in Section 2.4.2 of the FSEIS.  
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DWS16-1 Water for entities other than the Colorado Ute Tribes has been a part of the
ALP Project since its inception.  Refer to Gneral Comment No. 12.  

DWS16-2 Prior to completion of the ALP Project,  Reclamation will negotiate a water
service contract with entities such as the Animas-LaPlata Water Conservancy
District (ALPWCD) and the San Juan Water Commission (SJWC) for the
sale and repayment of ALP water.  These entities will in turn contract with
the individual communities identified in the FSEIS.

DWS16-3 About 75% of the water will go to the Colorado Ute Tribes with the
remaining 25% of the ALP Project water being allocated to the Navajo
Nation, the ALPWCD, and SJWC.  A significant portion of the water
identified for the cities is potential lease water from the two Colorado Ute
Tribes.  This water is in addition to the water being allocated initially to the
Navajo Nation, the ALPWCD, and SJWC.  This potential lease water is one
of several future non-binding uses of Colorado Ute water.

DWS16-4 It is Reclamation’s understanding that Horse Gulch Reservoir is a short-term
solution to Durango’s water needs.  To meet Durango’s long-term water
needs,  additional water supplies will be necessary
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(

5 DWS16-5 In addition to water for the Colorado Ute Tribes, water for M&I development
for local communities has been a part of the ALP Project since its inception
in 1968. 
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DWS17-1 Comment noted.

DWS17-2 Please refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of impacts to elk
and wildlife at Ridger Basin.
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DWS18-1 The FSEIS identifies the impact of the loss of wildlife habitat and the
potential disruption of elk wintering range and recommends mitigation to
compensate for this loss.  Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a further
discussion of the impact significance on elk.

DWS18-2 Refer to response to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of elk
impacts.

DURANGO, CO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS18

Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-23



1
DWS19-1 Comment noted.
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DWS20-1 Comment noted.
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DWS24-1 Comments noted.
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1 DWS21-1 Comments noted.  Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of a
benefit-cost analysis for the project.
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DWS22-1 Comment noted.

DURANGO, CO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS22

Monique M Scobey
 

Monique M Scobey
 

Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-28



DURANGO, CO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS23

Monique M Scobey
 

Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-29



1

2

DWS23-1 Refer to General Comment No. 11 for a discussion of impacts to wildlife in
Ridges Basin.

DWS23-2 Refer to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of a benefit-cost analysis.
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DWS23-3 The scenarios for potential water sales as presented in Attachment D, Volume
2 are for illustrative purposes only, but are reasonable, based on actual market
experience.  Care should be taken in making any comparisons of these
numbers with other water sales.  For example, water sales in the Florida River
area need to be closely examined from the standpoint of use, priority and
dependability of the water supply each year.  The water to be leased by the
Colorado Ute Tribes represents an assured water supply and therefore is of
high value.  A more realistic comparison would be the value of M&I water
sold on the Central Utah Project.  There the M&I water is a firm water supply
and is paid for on a yearly basis.  The cost of this M&I water is in the $150
per acre-foot range.  The $2,000 per acre-foot as described in your letter
represents a one-time charge by the Tribes for the sale of M&I water over a
20-year time horizon.  This would be equivalent to $100 per acre-foot each
year.

DWS23-4 Refer to General Comment No. 12 for a discussion of growth.

DWS23-5 The use of water for a coal-fired powerplant has been presented as potential
use of water by the Colorado Ute Tribes.  If such a plant became a reality an
environmental impact statement would be completed at that time.  
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DWS23-6 While McPhee Reservoir is similar to the proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir,
due to shared economic characteristics of the surrounding region, it does not
share similar physical characteristics (e.g., size, geographic location,
elevation).  Consequently,  Reclamation believes that Ridgway Reservoir is a
better choice for comparison with the proposed Ridges Basin Reservoir
because it shares both regional economic and physical characteristics. 
Although McPhee Reservoir is larger in size than the proposed Ridges Basin
Reservoir, it has a lesser number of estimated user days.  This is partly due to
the fact that McPhee is primarily used for boating and fishing and not for
camping, with fewer campsites than at the other reservoirs.  The number of
user days does not equal the actual number of visitors; one user day is equal
to one visitor over a 12-hour period.  For example, twelve visitors fishing for
one hour is equal to one person at the campsite for 12 hours.  Consequently, if
campers make up 52% of user days (113,568 user days), then each of the 196
camping units would need to be occupied by 1.6 visitors during a six-month
season, or by 3.2 visitors during the primary three-month tourist season. 
These numbers do not seem unrealistic.  Since there is an increasing demand
for reservoir-related recreation opportunities (both nationwide and in the
State of Colorado), and there are a limited number of developed campsites in
the area surrounding Ridges Basin,  Reclamation feels that the proposed
reservoir would have at least moderate visitation, but would not significantly
take visitation away from other area reservoirs.
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DWS23-7 Comment noted.

DWS23-8 Comment noted.  The Colorado Ute Tribes have indicated that, as part of the
Settlement Agreement, a cash buyout in lieu of water was not acceptable.
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DWS23-9 Comment noted.
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DWS25-1 New Mexico will not be directly taxed for the development of the ALP

Project without receiving any water from the project.  Should New Mexico
wish to obtain their allocated water rights from the project, they will pay a
prorated share of project construction and O&M cost and will then be entitled
to put the water to M&I use in New Mexico.
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DWS26-1 There is no proposal to dam the Animas River.  Please refer to General
Comment No. 15 for further discussion on this topic.  Pumping water to
Ridges Basin is discussed in General Comment No.  3.
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DWS27-1 Please refer to response to General Comment No. 1 for a discussion of a
benefit-cost analysis.

DWS27-2 La Plata County will not be burdened with the local cost of the project.  A
large portion of the cost will be borne by the federal government with local
cost sharing by non-Indian entities who will receive water from the project. 
A cash settlement was proposed but was rejected by the Colorado Ute Tribes.
 Their desire is to have their water rights stored in a storage reservoir to meet
their future needs.
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DWS28-1 Comments noted.

DURANGO, CO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS28

Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-41



DURANGO, SUBMISSIONS DWS29
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3

DWS29-1 The loss to wildlife habitat through the inundation of Ridges Basin Reservoir
would be fully mitigated by acquiring and developing lands nearby.  Although
approximately 134 acres of wetlands would be lost under Refined Alternative
4, these wetlands currently have minimal wildlife value and offer virtually no
habitat for migratory waterfowl.  If constructed, Ridges Basin Reservoir
would provide new waterfowl habitat that would be used by both resident and
migratory species.  In addition, portions of land around the reservoir would be
managed primarily for the benefit of wildlife, including waterfowl.

DWS29-2 There is no indication under any of the alternatives that any agricultural
production on the lower Animas River will be significantly affected.

DWS29-3 Refer to General Comment No. 15 for a discussion of the location of Ridges
Basin.  Potential impacts associated with the diversion of water from the
Animas River are described in detail in Chapter 3 and mitigation measures to
reduce or eliminate such impacts are described in Chapters 3 and 5.
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4
DWS29-4 The Colorado Ute Tribes have not expressed an interest in selling their water

rights downstream.  Instead, they have expressed a desire to have a storage
reservoir in which their water rights can be stored on a yearly basis.  From
this storage reservoir, the Tribes may elect to construct conveyance facilities
to develop their own natural energy resources or lease the water to
municipalities in the project area.  Selling water rights downstream has a
fundamental flaw in that it does not meet the criteria set forth in settling
Indian water rights.  These criteria are listed under Section 2.3.1.3 of this
DSEIS, on pages 2-22 and 2-23.  Among these criteria is the requirement to
settle these water rights in a reasonable time frame.  In addition, the 1986
Settlement Agreement and 1988 Settlement Act specifically placed
stipulations restricting the leasing water to the Lower Colorado Basin States
because of the myriad of issues relating to compact agreements on the
Colorado River mainstem and tributaries.  The changes required in water
compacts to allow selling or leasing water rights to the Lower Basin States
could take many decades to reach resolution.  A cash payment to the Tribe for
their water rights has been evaluated and rejected by the Tribes.  Their desire
as stated earlier is to have their water in a storage reservoir for future on-
reservation development or lease to municipalities in the project area.  One of
the potential uses by the Tribes is the development of coal reserves on
reservation boundaries.  This potential use is considered to be non-binding
and is presented as example to which the Tribes could elect to use their water.
The Tribes would undoubtedly carefully evaluate alternative uses for their
water at a future date.  At that time future NEPA compliance will be
conducted if warranted.

DURANGO, CO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS DWS29

Monique M Scobey
 

Monique M Scobey
Page DWS-43



1

2

DWS39-1 Comment noted.  The purchase of land with water on a willing buyer-willing
seller basis is not an assured process of obtaining large volumes of water. 
The risks associated with Refined Alternative 6 were some of the reasons it
was deemed less desireable than Refined Alternative 4.  Future water uses are
discussed in General Comment No. 6.

DWS39-2 Comment noted.  The future use of water will be determined by the Colorado
Ute Tribes.
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DWS31-1 One of the purpose and needs of the ALP Project is to satisfy the water rights

claims of the Colorado Ute Tribes.  The evaluation as presented in this FSEIS
has determined that the best alternative for accomplishing this is Refined
Alternative 4 of which Ridges Basin Dam and Reservoir is an integral
component.  The uses of water as projected in this FSEIS are considered to be
“non-binding” on the Colorado Ute Tribes.  Refer to General Comment No. 6.
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DWS32-1 The recommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation

of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act.  The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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DWS33-1 The recommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation
of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act.  The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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DWS34-1 The recommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation

of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act.  The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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DWS35-1 The recommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation
of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act.  The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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1111 DWS36-1 The recommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation
of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act.  The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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DWS37-1 The recommendation of the Preferred Alternative is based on the allocation
of water as described in the Settlement Agreement and the Settlement Act,
with restrictions placed on depletions from the Animas and San Juan rivers
by the Endangered Species Act.  The ALP Project has been modified from
the original project proposed, and these modifications would be codified in
an amended Settlement Act.
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DWS38-1 Comment noted.
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DWS30-1 The present ALP Project has been developed to conform with the legislation

you refer to, as well as other regulatory requirements, in the best manner
feasible.  Legislation is now under consideration which would modify the
Settlement Act to reflect these realities.
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DWS40-1 Reclamation considered an analysis of using existing reservoirs, either
through reoperation and/or modification, and found that not enough water
would be generated to meet the obligations of the Settlement Act.  This
analysis is included in Section 2.4.1 of the FSEIS.
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DWS41-1 The 1988 Settlement Act ratifies the numbers contained in the 1986
Settlement Agreement.  The numbers used in the FSEIS analysis are
consistent with those in the Settlement Agreement.  For example, the
allocation for the Southern Ute Indian Tribe is correctly stated in our analysis
as 3,400 afy.  The total division is 61,200 af.  Table 2-53 indicates a total Ute
settlement volume of 79,050 af, which represents a depletion of 39,960 afy.

2

3

DWS41-2 When adjustments are made for the 13,000 afy depletion to be provided
through non-structural means, and the depletions for M&I vs. agriculture, the
total depletions proposed for the Preferred Alternative are compatible with
those in the Settlement Agreement.

DWS41-3 A depletion to diversion ratio of 50% is used as a commonly accepted "rule
of thumb" for M&I projects.  Section 2.1.1  has been revised.
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